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Claim(s) discussed: aff. 

Identification of prior art discussed: Hassan reference . 

Agreement with respect to the claims f)D was reached, g)^ was not reached. h)D N/A. 



Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet . 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 
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INTERVIEW. (See MPEP Section 713.04). If a reply to the last Office action has already been filed, APPLICANT IS 
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FILE A STATEMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. See Summary of Record of Interview 
requirements on reverse side or on attached sheet. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: The showing of unexpected results by the use of sulfur within the 
applicants claimed range was discussed. In order to show unexpected results, results from the reference must be 
compared with the applicants results. It was discussed that the method of forming the iron sulfide on the surface of the 
iron powder is responsible for these differing results. Alternatively, placing the method of making the iron-sulfur 
particles as a limitation in the claims, which will require further search may overcome the applied reference. 
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